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Renyi Zhao appeal s a judgnent of the Chancery Court for
Ander son County whi ch granted her husband, Janes Weifu Lee, a
di vorce, divided the parties' marital property, which included an
interest in the proceeds of M. Lee's pension plan, awarded her
"primary/residential custody"” of the parties' mnor child, Joanna
Junying Lee (d.o.b. 5/12/92) and $600 per nmonth as support for

Joanna.



Al t hough Ms. Zhao was represented by counsel at trial,
she thereafter discharged her counsel and prosecutes this appeal,

including the filing of her appellate brief, pro se.

At the outset we note that there are two notions to
di sm ss--one filed by counsel for M. Lee and one filed by M.
Lee individually, which counsel adopts. The notion to dismss by
counsel insists that it is proper to dism ss the appeal because
no transcript of the proceedi ngs bel ow have been filed. The
notion that M. Lee filed individually nerely reiterates the

grounds he asserts which entitle himto a divorce.

As to the fornmer, even though there is no transcript,
this Court has the obligation to review what was fornerly known
as the technical record and determ ne whether there is sone
infirmty requiring reversal of the judgnent entered. As to M.
Lee's notion, it does not raise any grounds for dismssal and,

consequently, both notions are overrul ed.

Turning to the nerits of the case, we find we are
unabl e to address any issues raised by Ms. Zhao as none are set
out in her brief, which also fails in a nunber of particulars in
nmeeting the requirenments of Rule 27 of the Tennessee Rul es of

Appel | ate Procedure rel ative thereto.

The only conplaint Ms. Zhao raises in oral argunent is

that she did not want the divorce granted. Even if an issue had



been raised by her as to this point, we would be unable to review
the propriety thereof because, as already noted, no transcript of
t he evidence has been filed. Under such circunstances this Court
concl usively presunmes that the evidence adduced justified the

judgment entered. Vanderbilt University v. Steely, 566 S.W2d

853 (Tenn.1978); Leek v. Powell, 884 S.W2d 118 (Tenn. App. 1994).

Bef ore concluding, we note that the final order

contains the foll ow ng:

11. That the Defendant is awarded 1/2 of the
Plaintiff’s retirenent, pension, etc. plan proceeds
accrued during the period of time that the parties have
been married while the Plaintiff (i.e., fromdate of
enpl oynment through June 3, 1998), with the Defendant
bei ng obligated to preparing and subm tting appropriate
Qualified Donestic Relations Orders relative to sane
for approval and subsequent entry herein.

In light of the fact that Ms. Zhao is w thout counsel
and it is doubtful whether she would be in a position to follow
the Chancellor's directive relative to the foregoing, we nodify
the judgnent to require that this order be prepared and submtted
by counsel for M. Lee, an obligation that counsel when

guestioned in oral argunent agreed to assune.

For the foregoing reasons the judgnment of the Trial
Court is affirmed and the cause remanded for such further
proceedi ngs, including entry of the qualified donmestic relations
order, as may be necessary. Costs of appeal are adjudged agai nst

Ms. Zhao.



Houston M Goddard, P.J.

CONCUR:

Her schel P. Franks, J.

Charles D. Susano, Jr., J.



